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Art Unit: 3625 

DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1. 1 14 

A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 7(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .1 14. Applicant's submission filed on May 1 , 
2006 has been entered. 

Response to Amendment 

This action is in response to the Applicant's amendment filed on September 27, 
2004. Claims 1-8, 10-24, and 26 are pending and will be considered for examination. 



Allowable Subject Matter 

Claim 24 is objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but 
would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the 
base claim and any intervening claims. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as. set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-4, 6, 8, 10, 11, 15-18, and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 

being unpatentable over Fisher et al. (US Patent 5,835,896) in view of Hill (US 

Patent 5,970,471). 

Referring to claims 1 and 26 : Fisher teaches a system and method for an 
interactive, computer-assisted online auction using a computer with a display, 
comprising: 

• personalized auction monitor for personalized auction monitoring of those 
objects selected by a bidder (column 6, lines 4-13, lines 46-67; column 8, 
lines 15-29); 

• bid submittor for submitting a bid online for any one of the monitored 
objects (column 6, lines 21-38; column 7, lines 42-49; Figure 3); 

• monitored object display for displaying the selected objects (Figure 1 , item 
"280"). 

Fisher does not teach a plurality of independently moving graphical arrays adapted to 
be displayed together on said display, each independently moving graphical array 
including a plurality of objects from a category, wherein each object of any one 
independently moving graphical array is individually selectable. However, Fisher does 
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teach that a bidder must select an item from a catalog presented to the bidder over a 
computer network (column 6, line 14 - column 7, line 41). Moreover, Hill teaches a 
method and apparatus for presenting objects in a virtual catalog (i.e. an electronic 
catalog) wherein the objects are displayed in a graphical array on a display with the 
graphical array containing a plurality of images of objects from a category and wherein 
each object is individually selectable (Figure 9, item "108"). Therefore it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, to 
incorporate the teachings of Hill into the system and method of Fisher. One of ordinary 
skill in the art would have been motivated to do so in order to provide a person using 
Fisher's system with a convenient way of viewing and selecting a plurality of products, 
as taught by Hill. Fisher and Hill do not explicitly teach a plurality of graphical arrays 
with each array independently moving. However, Hill teaches that one feature of his 
invention is "...the ability to select individual product items as they are displayed in 
images boxes and to move the selected product items to a separate review screen. 
This permits the customer to browse through multiple categories of items and move 
selected product items to a separate review screen for later inspection and side-by-side 
comparison..." (column 2, lines 24-30). In other words, Hill teaches that a user can 
browse through several categories of products and select a subset of products for side- 
by-side comparison. Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art, at the time the invention was made, to include a plurality of graphical arrays in the 
system and method of the cited prior art. One of ordinary skill in the art would have 
been motivated to do so in order to allow a use to view a plurality of categories of 
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products for selection and comparison. Fisher does not teach a plurality of sets of array 
control buttons for controlling the movement of the moving graphical array, each 
respective set of array control buttons is associated with a different independently 
moving graphical array. However, Hill teaches that a user can scroll through a graphical 
array using a mouse input device (column 2, lines 7-14; column 6, lines 57-59; column 
7, lines 33-34; Figure 9, item "1 1 0"). Therefore it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, to incorporate the teachings 
of Hill into the system of Fisher. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been 
motivated to do so in order to provide a person using Fisher's system with a convenient 
way of viewing and selecting a plurality of products, as taught by Hill. Finally, Fisher 
teaches a means for selecting one or more objects for monitoring (Figure 1, item "260"). 
Fisher does not teach that the objects are selected from a plurality of graphical array. 
However, Hill teaches selecting objects from a graphical array (Figure 9, item "108"). 
Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made, to incorporate the teachings of Hill into the system of Fisher. One 
of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do so in order to provide a 
person using Fisher's system with a convenient way of viewing and selecting a plurality 
of products, as taught by Hill. 

Referring to claim 2 : The cited prior art teaches or suggests all the limitations of 
claim 1 as noted above. Furthermore, Hill teaches that the graphical array includes a 
still image of said each object of the plurality of objects (Figure 9). 
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Referring to claims 3 and 4 : The cited prior art teaches or suggests all the 
limitations of claim 1 as noted above. Furthermore, Hill teaches that the graphical array 
is selectably scrolled to bring within view of the display those objects previously not 
within view of the display and the array button includes continuous cycling button for 
selectively commanding the graphical array to cycle continually onto said display those 
objects, of the graphical array, beyond the screen of said display (Figure 9, item "108"). 
Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made, to incorporate the teachings of Hill into the invention of Fisher. 
One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do so in order to allow a 
user to view all the products in the catalog. 

Referring to claim 6 : The cited prior art teaches or suggests all the limitations of 
claim 1 as noted above. Furthermore, Hill teaches that one feature of his invention is 
"...the ability to select individual product items as they are displayed in images boxes 
and to move the selected product items to a separate review screen. This permits the 
customer to browse through multiple categories of items and move selected product 
items to a separate review screen for later inspection and side-by-side comparison..." 
(column 2, lines 24-30). In other words, Hill teaches that a user can browse through 
several categories of products and select a subset of products for side-by-side 
comparison. Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at 
the time the invention was made, to include a plurality of graphical arrays in the system 
and method of the cited prior art. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been 
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motivated to do so in order to allow a use to view a plurality of categories of products for 
selection and comparison. 

Referring to claim 8 : The cited prior art teaches or suggests all the limitations of 
claim 1 as noted above. Furthermore, Fisher teaches wherein the bid submittor 
includes detailed information about a respective monitored object (Figure 2). 

Referring to claim 10 : The cited prior art teaches or suggests all the limitations of 
claim 1 as noted above. Furthermore, Fisher teaches wherein the personalized auction 
monitor is periodically and automatically updated with new status information (column 6, 
lines 46-67; column 8, lines 15-29); 

Referring to claim 1 1 : The cited prior art teaches or suggests all the limitations of 
claim 1 as noted above. Furthermore, Fisher teaches wherein the personalized auction 
monitor for each selected object includes a textual description of the object and 
information regarding the status of the auction for the object as well as a bid submission 
box for the object (Figure 2; column 6, lines 46-67; column 8, lines 15-29). 

Referring to claims 15 and 16 : The cited prior art teaches or suggests all the 
limitations of claim 1 as noted above. Furthermore, Hill teaches that the system 
includes controls enabling the user to control the speed and direction of scrolling of the 
graphical array (Figure 9, item "110"). Therefore it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, to incorporate these 
features into the system of Fisher. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been 
motivated to do so in order to give the user greater control over which images were 
presented to the user. 
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Referring to claims 17 and 18 : Hill teaches that the graphical array scrolls 
vertically on the display (Figure 9, item "108" and "110"). Therefore it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, to 
incorporate this feature into the system of Fisher. One of ordinary skill in the art would 
have been motivated to do so in order to present the images of products in an 
aesthetically pleasing manner. Hill does not explicitly disclose that the graphical array 
scrolls horizontally on the display. However, at the time the invention was made, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to reconfigure the product 
image window of Hill so that it scrolled horizontally. Applicant has not disclosed that the 
horizontal scrolling provides an advantage, is used for a particular purpose or solves a 
stated problem. Furthermore, one of ordinary skill in the art would have expected 
Applicant's invention to perform equally well with a vertical scrolling because the 
difference between vertical and horizontal scrolling is in presentation alone and does 
not affect the system. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
this art to modify the vertical scrolling of Hill to obtain the invention as specified in the 
claims and to incorporate it into the system of Fisher. One of ordinary skill in the art 
would have been motivated to do so in order to present the images of products in an 
aesthetically pleasing manner. 

Claims 20-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Fisher et al. (US Patent 5,835,896) in view of Hill (US Patent 5,970,471) as 
applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Official Notice. 
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Referring to claims 20-22, Fisher and Hill do not teach a visual or audible cue to 
alert the viewer of an occurrence wherein the occurrence is that a predetermined 
amount of time remains to submit a bid before the auction terminates. However, Official 
Notice is taken that it is old and well known in the art to use visual and audible cues. 
Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made, to incorporate various cues into the system and method of Fisher 
and Hill. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do so in order to 
provide various forms of alerts to an event, as is well known in the art. 

Claims 5 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Fisher et al. (US Patent 5,835,896) in view of Hill (US Patent 5,970,471) and 
further in view of Anderson (US Patent 6,538,698 B1). 

Fisher and Hill teach or render obvious all the limitations of claim 1 . Fisher and 
Hill do not teach sorting the graphical arrays and objects according to different criteria. 
However, Anderson teaches a system for sorting images according to different criteria 
(column 5, line 6 - column 8 t line 21 ). Therefore it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, to incorporate this feature 
into the system of fisher and Hill. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been 
motivated to do so in order to ease browsing access by providing a more efficient way 
of locating of an image or a group of images, as taught by Anderson. 

Claims 12-14 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Fisher et al. (US Patent 5,835,896) in view of Hill (US Patent 
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5,970,471) as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Godin et al. (US 
Patent 5,890,138). 

Referring to claims 12, 13, and 19, Fisher and Hill teach or render obvious all the 
limitations of claim 1 . Fisher and Hill do not teach a second graphical array that 
displays objects to be auctioned at a future time. However, as already noted above, Hill 
renders obvious the use of a plurality of graphical arrays. Furthermore, Godin teaches 
a computer auction system that allows users to view product categories and products 
which are to be auctioned in the future and have a timestamp indicating the time at 
which the objects will be available (column 3, lines 41-53). Therefore it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, to 
incorporate these features into the system and method of Fisher and Hill. One of 
ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do so in order to generate interest 
in particular products, as taught by Godin. 

Referring to claim 14, Hill teaches that the system includes controls enabling a 
user to start and stop scrolling of a plurality of arrays (Figure 9, item "110"). Therefore it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was 
made, to incorporate this feature into the system and method of Fisher. One of ordinary 
skill in the art would have been motivated to do so in order to allow a user to view all of 
the products that did not fit on the display screen. 

Claim 23 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Fisher et al. (US Patent 5,835,896) in view of Hill (US Patent 5,970,471) as applied 
to claim 1 above, and further in view of Burke (US Patent 6,026,377). 
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Fisher and Hill teach or render obvious all the limitations of claim 1 . Fisher and 
Hill do not teach rotating three-dimensional objects on the display for three-dimensional 
viewing. However, Burke teaches rotating a three-dimensional object on a display for 
three-dimensional viewing (Figures 9, 10, and 11). Therefore it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, to 
incorporate this feature into the system of Fisher and Hill. One of ordinary skill in the art 
would have been motivated to do so in order to allow a user to view a different side of a 
selected product, as taught by Burke (column 10, lines 22-44). 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments have been considered but are moot in view of the new 
ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Naeem Haq whose telephone number is (571 )-272- 
6758. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:00am-5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jeffrey A. Smith can be reached on (571)-272-6763, The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-91 99 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




Naeem Haq, Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 3625 



January 7, 2007 



